ISRP Comment/Question: This publication indicates good management of past activities and continued inspection of results.  It was unfortunate, however, that several of the key references were not yet available or that supporting data was not presented.

Response: Timing of the proposal process coincided with the period in which some key manuscripts were still “in press” (accepted for publication, but not yet in print).  However, all information presented in these papers was first published in the final report of 1990-96 research (Ward 1998), which is available from the BPA library.  The proposal also clearly states that all papers are available from David Ward, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.

ISRP Comment/Question: Not all of the component projects appear to be equally successful and it is recommended that the budget request be broken down by sub-project (reward sport fishery, dam angling, and site specific fishing) to allow better cost/benefit analyses.

Response: This information is available by referring to the relative cost of each objective.  The sport-reward fishery (Objective 1) includes 70% of the total cost.  The dam-angling and site-specific fisheries combined (Objective 2) include 15% of the total cost.  Evaluation of the fisheries (Objective 3) includes 10% of the total cost, and administration (Objectives 4 and 5) includes 5%.

ISRP Comment/Question: Due to the high annual cost in this project, reviewers suggest that it may be time to creatively re-think how this program could be delivered.  Given that squawfish are long-lived and slow growing, and that the number of squawfish that are being removed appears to be declining in recent years, a cost/benefit analyses should be conducted to assess alternative predator control strategies.  Running the predator removal program every second or third year may be equally effective; or less expensive designs could be developed for a variety of strategies, including running the program in alternate years but offering increased incentives. 

Response: The number of fish harvested annually has declined, but the exploitation rate has not.  This result is to be expected with a successful control program as the overall number of large fish decreases.  In addition, numerous alternatives for running the program have been analyzed.  For example, in May of 1997, a predation model (Ward 1998; Friesen and Ward In Press) was used to examine the effects of suspending the program for 1998 and 1999.  Suspending the program resulted in immediate, large increases in predation losses, which were not mitigated in future years unless exploitation of northern pikeminnow was increased to 130% or more of mean 1994-96 levels.  Even with a sustained 130% increase, losses were not mitigated for approximately 10 years.  Losses would likely never be mitigated if the program was discontinued in alternate years.

ISRP Comment/Question: The recruitment relationship for squawfish should also be determined and the size of fish for which rewards are offered should be tied directly to this recruitment (growth rate and size at age) relationship.

Response: The size at which fish become eligible for reward payment is directly related to the size at which they begin consuming juvenile salmonids.  Although a sliding scale based on fish size is not in place, numerous contests are held to provide extra incentive for large fish.

ISRP Comment/Question: A minor suggestion is that “In Press” MS references did not indicate the journals that had accepted the work.  Citations should include this information.

Response:  This information is clearly presented in the References section of the proposal.

ISRP Comment/Question: A concern about current work is whether the investigators are continuing to do verification on the captured pikeminnows to confirm assumptions of predation rates on salmon.

Response: The proposal clearly states that direct monitoring of program effects on predation, through collection of data on predation by and population dynamics of northern pikeminnow and other resident predators, will be conducted every three years.

ISRP Comment/Question: The project is evaluated under the Implementation and Management criteria but two notable rating criteria were not addressed in the proposal: alternative approaches and their evaluation.  Why should BPA fund the project?  Given the cost of this program, both of these criteria are reasonable questions.

Response: As stated in the proposal, many approaches to predator removal were evaluated from 1990-94, such as fyke traps, purse seines, commercial fishers, and others.  None proved feasible other than the approaches currently being used.  As stated above, other approaches such as suspending the program in alternate years have been evaluated and deemed ineffective.  The proposal clearly demonstrates the link between increased predation by northern pikeminnow and the hydrosystem.  Given this link, it is appropriate for BPA to fund the project.

